It is well established that syntactic form and communicative function do not always correspond: for instance, a syntactic question might function as a request for information ("did you see the play?") or a request for acknowledgment when there is no doubt about polarity of the response ("there's a tower at Blackpool, isn't there"). Using data from a corpus of 18 child-adult conversations, we distinguished adult utterances that solicited information from those soliciting acknowledgment (i.e., where the response was predictable, and the utterance served a predominantly social function). Both types of utterance were usually responded to by children, but the form of response differed according to the communicative function of the utterance. Nonverbal and prosodic responses (e.g., nods or "mrnh") were significantly more likely to occur in response to utterances soliciting acknowledgment than in response to yes/no questions that solicited information. There were consistent form-function relationships for responses as well as for soliciting utterances. Nonverbal nods and headshakes were not functionally equivalent to verbal "yes" and "no."
Those interested in discourse readily appreciate the need to distinguish syntactic fonn and communicative function. Thus, the syntactic question "Would you mind opening the window?" functions as a (polite) command. The declarative fonn of "I don't suppose you'd like to come to dinner with me" acts as an invitation. A tag question such as "It's got salt in it, hasn't it?" could be a request for infonnation by an uncertain speaker (perhaps a forgetful cook) or a statement of opinion by a speaker who has no doubt of the truth of the proposi-@ 1998 Carnbrid!!e Universitv Press 0\42-7164/98 $9.50 tion. To understand what makes some sequences of utterances acceptable as a conversation and others not, we must attend to the functional level: for instance, if we asked someone "Would you mind opening the window?" we would not expect them simply to reply "No [I wouldn't mind]" without taking any action. We expect action rather than information, and so if someone says "Of course," accompanied by the appropriate action, this seems entirely acceptable; we would not think that this meant "Of course 1 mind" but rather "Of course 1 will comply with your request." Research on communicative functions has been concerned with the questions of how far specific syntactic forms are correlated with particular communicative functions, and how non syntactic cues (e.g., intonation, awareness of the speaker's knowledge) are used to disambiguate the speaker's meaning. Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech, and Svartik (1972) addressed the first of these questions in a syntactic classification of English question forms.
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wh-questions, fonned by using interrogative words, such as who, why, and how, in initial position. yes/no questions, fonned by subject-auxiliary inversion (e.g., "Are you coming tonight?"). alternative questions, which offer a set of possible answers as options and may resemble yes/no questions (e.g., "Do you want eggs or bread?") or whquestions (e.g., "Where are you going, Africa or Asia?") in their fonD. tag questions, fonned by auxiliary + pronoun or auxiliary + negative + pronoun appended to a statement (e.g., "You are coming, aren't you?"). declarative questions, which use the syntactic word order of a declarative statement but with questioning intonation (e.g., "John is corning as well?"). Quirk et al. noted that these question fonDS differ in their presuppositions and in the expectations they convey as to the response. For tag questions and declarative questions, they argued that one can predict the polarity of the anticipated answer (yes or no). Such utterances function to establish the existing common ground between conversational partners (see Clark & Brennan, 1991) . There is no uncertainty to be resolved; the interlocutor is simply invited to agree with the self-evident truth of an assertion. The expected response to yes/no questions, wh-questions, and alternative questions is typically more uncertain.
Using this taxonomy, we may draw a simple distinction between question fonDS that solicit acknowledgment, where the polarity of the answer is entirely predictable, and those that solicit infonnation, where the speaker has some uncertainty (which is reduced when the answer is supplied). Quirk et al. (1972) maintained that usually questions with the syntactic fonD of tag questions and declarative questions will be of the fonDer type, and the other syntactic fonDS of the latter. However, there is little quantitative data on how reliable syntactic fonD is as a cue to communicative function or how syntactic infonnation is combined with other sources of infonnation, such as intonation and mutual knowledge, when detennining a speaker's intention.
The distinction between utterances soliciting acknowledgment and those so-liciting inforn1ation entails that the same forn1 of words used in response to a question may serve different communicative functions according to the context. "Yes" may serve to provide inforn1ation in response to a yes/no question such as "Have you got any brothers and sisters?", but it may also serve merely to acknowledge the interlocutor's contribution in response to a tag question such as "That's nice, isn't it?" Whereas the forn1er type of response plays a role in topic development, the latter serves more of a social function, keeping a conversation running smoothly by providing mutual evidence of the participants' engagement in the interaction. Although the range of possible syntactic forn1s used in response to questions is limited, there are different ways of expressing agreement and disagreement: for example, agreement may be expressed by nodding or by saying "yes" or "mmm," thus raising the question of whether these different fOrn1S serve different functions. Two related questions are of interest. First, do inforn1ation-and acknowledgment-soliciting utterances differ in their success in soliciting a response? Because a response to an acknowledgment-soliciting utterance is not crucial for topic development, we might expect such responses to be regarded as more optional than responses to inforn1ation-soliciting utterances. Second, do information-and acknowledgment-soliciting utterances differ in the types of response they solicit? Clearly, the nature of a response is heavily constrained by the grammatical fOrn1 of an utterance, and so the response to a wh-question will be different to the response to a yes/no question. However, if we exclude whquestions and alternative questions, we find that the remaining grammatical question forn1s may be regarded as binary solicitations: that is, they anticipate "yes" or "no" as a response. For these solicitations, the response may be verbal ("yes" or "no"), prosodic ("mmh," "uh huh," etc.), or gestural (a nod or shake of the head). Summarizing research on responses that serve a purely social acknowledging function ("backchannel" or "minimal" responses), Reid (1995) noted that all of these fOrn1S may be used for this purpose, but as far as we have been able to establish, no research has been conducted to compare the use of these different forn1s of response in response to different communicative acts. One prediction we might make is that the verbal forn1s "yes" and "no" would be more likely to be used when a response provides inforn1ation than when it provides acknowledgment. The reasoning behind this prediction is that the verbal forn1s are the most salient: gestural responses are fairly unambiguous (nod vs. shake) but are easy to miss if the conversational partner is not watching; prosodic responses are less likely to be missed but may be more ambiguous, with a less clear differentiation between positive and negative polarity. Although it is possible to express positive or negative meaning more or less unambiguously (as when [?a?a] is used to mean "no"), in other cases the intonation of "mmh" or "uh huh" may be all that distinguishes a positive from a negative interpretation.
Our interest in this topic developed in the course of studying children with language impairn1ents. Some of these children had communicative problems that were much more apparent in an open-ended conversational setting than in a forn1al test situation (Adams & Bishop, 1989) ; we wanted to investigate this difference further by studying how children responded to different types of con-versational solicitation. However, we found that, although authors such as Quirk had documented the different functions of particular question forms, much less was known about the types of responses these forms typically elicited, and we could find no work on children's ability to distinguish and respond to soliciting utterances with different functions. Thus, we embarked on this study to investigate how normally developing children responded to conversational solicitations with different functions.
METHOD Participants
This analysis is based on conversations between an unfamiliar adult and 18 children (9 boys, 9 girls), aged 7 and 8 years, who were attending regular classes at English primary schools in Lancashire and Yorkshire. All of the children were native English speakers; some used features of local dialect, such as producing "the" as [t?], but in no case were dialect variations large enough to affect intelligibility, either for the adults conversing with the children or for those who rated the conversations. A total of 6 children conversed with adult S, a speech-language pathologist (JH), and 12 conversed with adult L, a linguist who had no experience of therapeutic work with children (FW). Psychological test data confirmed that this was a representative sample of children of this age: expressed in z scores, mean nonverbal reasoning, as assessed by Raven's Coloured Matrices (Raven, Court, & Raven, 1986) , was 0.24 (SD = 0.66); mean expressive language, as indexed by the Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals-Revised, Repeating Sentences subtest (Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 1980) , was 0.6 (SD = 1.12); and mean receptive vocabulary, as measured by British Picture Vocabulary Scale (Dunn, Dunn, Whetton, & Pintilie, 1982) , was -.04 (SD= 1.04).
Conversational data
The conversations were gathered in a semi structured format, originally used by Adams and Bishop (1989) , in which photographs of familiar events (e.g., a visit to the doctor, a trip to the seaside) were used to initiate specific topics of conversation, with the child then being encouraged to recount similar personal experiences. The adults were asked to avoid using demonstration questions to which the answer was already known; rather, the idea was to elicit some natural conversation from the child about topics of common interest. No attempt was made to control the number or type of questions asked because of concern that this could lead to an unnatural and stilted interaction, with findings that would have little relation to everyday conversation (Duncan & Fiske, 1985) . Each conversation lasted from 7 to 15 minutes and was recorded on both audio-and videotape. The tape recorder was a walkman-sized Aiwa machine with directional microphone, using standard illK low-noise high-output tapes. Conversations were transcribed from the audiotape using the system shown in Appendix 1; the transcript was then supplemented by relevant nonverbal information from the video. Communicative gestures such as nods and headshakes were noted on the transcript, but no attempt was made to code other aspects of nonverbal communication, such as eye contact or facial expression. The number of turns per conversation ranged from 133 to 215 (M= 186), the number of adult utterances ranged from 138 to 237 (M = 201) , and the number of child utterances ranged form 73 to 232 (M= 161). For the adult, on average, 1.6% of the utterances were unintelligible because of overlapping speech and 0.9% were unintelligible for other reasons (e.g., background noise, soft speech). For the child, on average, 2.9% of the utterances were unintelligible because of overlapping speech and 4.8% were unintelligible for other reasons.
Coding of communicative functions
The system for coding communicative functions was developed over a period of five years and was influenced by a range of sources, including researchers concerned with normal and disordered language development (Dore, 1977a (Dore, , 1977b Fey, 1986) and discourse analysts such as Coulthard (1977) . No existing system proved entirely suitable for our purposes. Most of the coding schemes developed for handling child language were targeted at relatively young children engaged in toy play, and, as Chapman (1981) pointed out, little information is available on the reliability of existing coding systems.
The unit of analysis that we adopted was the utterance. We defined an utterance as a unit, in terms of its form and function, which begins with a fresh start and continues until the next fresh start is perceived. We found that a satisfactory definition of an utterance boundary required one to listen beyond a given stretch of talk to see whether the following talk belonged with it, rather than solely relying on prosodic or syntactic features of a stretch of talk. Take, for instance, an utterance such as "That's a nice one, isn't it?"; if one were to stop the tape after "one," the utterance would sound complete, both syntactically and in terms of forming a complete tone group. However, when listening on, the syntactic, semantic, and prosodic features of the tag that follows make it clear that it is not a fresh start but rather part of the preceding utterance.
Judges were asked to use all of the information available (syntactic, semantic, prosodic, and communicative function) to determine whether a stretch of speech made a fresh start; although this instruction may seem vague, raters had little difficulty in using native speaker intuition to make this judgment. We obtained acceptable agreement between the trained transcribers in using this definition: pairwise agreement for three transcribers rating 100 intelligible turns ranged from 88 to 95%.
Turn-handling symbols. The distinction between utterances that solicited information and those that solicited acknowledgment was incorporated into the coding we used to mark turn-handling functions of utterances at the transcription stage (summarized in Appendix I). The terminating symbol (?) was used where the coder judged that the speaker had finished speaking and was directing another speaker to take a turn which would provide information. If the interlocutor did not take a turn at this point, there would be a sense of an expectation unful-filled. The content of the response was not a foregone conclusion, although one response might be more probable than another.
The symbol (~) was used to terminate utterances where it was judged that the turn had passed to the interlocutor with the expectation that he or she would provide acknowledgment. Often, such utterances would have the syntactic form of a question, but unlike utterances marked (1) they left no uncertainty to be resolved. The judgment was that the speaker anticipated a response of given polarity and would have been surprised if any other response had occurred.
Inevitably there are cases where the decision to code (~) or (1) is a matter for debate. Though coders might be uncertain about the speaker's mental state, it is also the case that the dividing line between these two classes is a fuzzy one; it is more realistic to treat soliciting utterances as varying quantitatively on a dimension of the extent to which a speaker is judged to predict a response of given polarity. In general, the instructions were to use the ( ~) code if the expectation of a "yes" or "no" answer was so strong that a response other than the expected polarity could be expected to engender surprise in the speaker. Thus, for an utterance coded (1) there might be a much stronger probability of one response rather than another, but both possibilities could reasonably be entertained. In deciding whether to code (1) or (~), transcribers were instructed to take into account all available information, including their awareness of the speaker's knowledge and prosodic and grammatical cues, without relying exclusively on anyone source of information. However, the response (or lack of response) that followed the utterance was not taken into account in making this judgment. This was important because we wanted our coding system to be able to detect cases where the child's response did not meet the expectations of a solicitation.
The symbol (.) was used to terminate tone groups which were deemed neutral in turn-handling function: that is, where it was judged that no response was being solicited from the interlocutor, but where the interlocutor had the option of taking up the turn because the speaker did not indicate a clear intention to retain the turn.
Other turn-handling marks, which do not concern us here, include the following: (,) is used to denote a speaker's intention to continue with the turn; (/) is used to denote an incomplete utterance terminated by broken-off speech; and (=) is used to denote ambiguous turn-handling.
Transcribers were trained to treat turn-handling marks as different from punctuation marks. After training, agreement between raters in judging whether the utterance terminated in (1), (~), or another turn-handling mark was 87.5% (Cohen's [1960] K= .73) for two conversations totaling 344 utterances.
Types of communicative function. Each complete utterance was coded for communicative functions, as shown in Table I . It is important to note that terms such as "question" or "statement," when used in this context, refer to communicative functions and not to syntactic forms. As can be seen from Table 1 , there are correspondences between the turn-handling codes and the codes for communicative functions. For utterances terminating in (?), three functions are recognized: Where consecutive utterances in a turn serve the same communicative function (i.e., they function as a single discourse "move"), they each receive the appropriate code, with + preceding the code for the second and subsequent utterances.
question, request for clarification, and challenge. As shown in examples (I) through (3), a question (q) develops the topic with a request for information.
(1) 1.1 A: have you got a 'camera at home? q 2.1 C: yeah. Challenges were rare in this corpus and will not be discussed any further.
Utterances tenninating in (-) could be assigned the function of statement, summary, evaluation, restatement, or request for acknowledgment. A statement (s) develops the topic by providing unsolicited infonnation, as in turn 22.1 in example (6).
(6) 20.1 A: where did you go on 'holiday? 21.1 C: to blackpool. 1.0 22.1 A: there s a really big 'tower there, is ot theres
Note that the (-) turn-handling mark is used rather than (?) because the transcriber judged that there was no doubt in the speaker's mind about the existence of the tower. A summary (sum) summarizes what the interlocutor has said, either integrating the content of several prior conversational turns or making inferred infonnation explicit. The summary does not move the conversation forward but rather helps draw together what has gone before. It is often used to round off a subject before moving on to a new branch of a topic, as shown in example (7). re For this analysis we excluded from this category cases where a "yes" or "no" answer to a question by the child was followed by a "yes" or "no" by the adult, spoken with a questioning intonation. A request for acknowledgment (rack) serves solely to solicit acknowledgment from the interlocutor and has no topical content. This class of utterances will not be considered further here because they have little scope for syntactic variation and virtually always take the form of isolated tags, as in example (10). (10) The codes of (s), (re), (sum), and (ev) could also all be applied to utterances terminating in (.): that is, those judged to be neutral in turn-handling function. For instance, in example (8), if at 11.1 A had said "oh, that's nice" with a falling intonation, this would have been transcribed terminating in (.) but still would have been coded as an (ev). Each soliciting utterance type had a corresponding code for the anticipated type of response. Thus, the predicted response to a question (q) was an answer (a), the predicted response to a request for clarification (rcl) was a clarification (cl), and the predicted response to any utterance soliciting acknowledgment was an acknowledgment (ack).
We will not discuss any further the other codes used in our system, as these are not of direct relevance to this article. These include codes for utterances concerned with behavior regulation (e.g., commands) and utterances that were judged to have no topical content but merely served to keep the conversation going (e.g., unsolicited backchannel utterances, such as "uh huh").
A training manual with numerous examples and exercises was developed, and after prolonged training using these materials, the first two authors achieved 87.2% agreement (Cohen's 1C = .86) in using the full set of 23 codes for communicative functions to code five pretranscribed conversations totaling 897 utterances. (These conversations were not part of the data set analyzed here.) Agreement was also computed for the more stringent condition, where both transcription and coding were carried out independently by two coders. Here, agreement for coding communicative function of two conversations totaling 362 utterances was 74% (Cohen's 1C = .69). A complete description of the coding system would require far more space than is available here, but a sample of coded transcript is shown in Appendix 2 for illustrative purposes. Bishop 
et al.: Communicative functions Coding responses to different types of soliciting utterances
In our corpus of conversations, it was overwhelmingly the adult who led the conversation and who thus asked virtually all the questions. Analysis was restricted to adult utterances that had been coded as (q), (rcl), (s), (sum), (ev), or (re). As can be seen from the examples, in some cases a communicative function was seen as extending over more than one utterance. In these cases, the first utterance was given the conventional code, and the subsequent ones were coded with a (+) to indicate that they were being treated together as a single unit of analysis: in the terminology of Coulthard (1977) , they constituted a single discourse move.
Children's responses to these adult moves were classified as follows:
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no response, despite the opportunity to respond; given in two situations: (a) when the adult paused for at least I second, waiting for a response that was not forthcoming, and then continued, and (b) when the child took up the turn without responding to the adult's contribution (e.g., by making an unrelated comment or continuing with a narrative account that ignored an intervening solicitation) yes or no (including "yeah") prosodic response ("mmh," "uhuh," etc.) nonverbal response (nod, headshake, shrug) other verbal response (e.g., response to wh-question, "don't know")
Utterances that were unintelligible, incomplete, or could not be adequately coded because of overlap with the adult utterance were excluded from consideration.
RESULTS
Probability of responses to adult solicitations Table 2 shows the frequency with which children responded to the adult utterance types shown in Table I . The category "solicits acknowledgment" includes (s), (sum), (ev), (re), and (rack). These were transcribed terminating in (~). The category "neutral" includes (s), (sum), (ev), and (re). These were transcribed terminating in (.). The rates of responding to information-soliciting utterances were extremely high. They were slightly lower for acknowledgment-soliciting utterances, but nevertheless the great majority of these utterances were responded to.
Using the method of log-linear analysis described in Appendix 3 to take into account the different totals from which proportions were computed, there was a highly significant difference between the three types of adult utterances, in terms of their success in eliciting a response. Information-soliciting versus acknowledgment-soliciting utterances yielded z = 6.16; information-soliciting versus neutral utterances yielded z = 13.4; and acknowledgment-soliciting versus neutral utterances yielded z = 7.37. "Excludes adult utterances where there was no opportunity to respond because the adult continued with the turn within 1 second. bSee Appendix 3 for explanation. 'Utterances coded as responses to acknowledgment-soliciting and neutral utterances were "yes" or "no," "I see," "I know," prosodic responses, or nonverbal equivalents. Type of responses to binary solicitations
Analysis of children's responses is restricted to those syntactic types that can elicit a verbal response of "yes" or "no," a prosodic response such as "mm," or a nonverbal response such as a nod or headshake (i.e., binary solicitations). These are utterances with the syntactic form of yes/no questions, tag questions, or full or elliptical declarative questions. Table 3 shows the proportion of responses that were nonverbal to information-soliciting and acknowledgment-soliciting utterances. Log-linear analysis showed a highly significant difference between the two types of soliciting utterances. Nonverbal responses were made significantly more frequently to acknowledgment-soliciting utterances.
Vocal responses were next subdivided into verbal (yes/no) responses and prosodic responses. The two types of soliciting utterance again differed significantly. A higher proportion of verbal responses were made to information-soliciting utterances. Thus, we can conclude that prosodic and nonverbal responses are seldom used to provide information and are much more likely to be used to denote acknowledgment.
Before we can accept this result with confidence, however, we need to consider that it might be an artifact of transcriber bias. This could arise if, for instance, the decision to code a soliciting utterance as (?) or (-) were unwittingly influenced by the response that was given (or by a failure to observe a response). To test this possibility, four conversations were selected at random, and the transcripts were printed with the adults' soliciting and neutral utterances marked in bold. Another researcher was trained in the transcription conventions and then asked to give a turn-handling mark to the utterances marked in bold, listening to the original tape recording and stopping the tape immediately at the end of each adult utterance. Cases where the transcriber inadvertently heard the start of the next utterance were excluded from consideration. Agreement for coding the marked adult utterances as (?), (.), or (-) was 93.1% (1C= .839, N observations = 245). Restricting consideration to binary solicitations, agreement for coding these as (?) or (-) was 90.4% (1C=.691, N observations = 125).
Interrater agreement on turn-handling functions thus remained high and well above chance when no information was available about the response given.
Syntactic form and yes/no solicitations
The different pattern of responding seen for these two types of utterance raises the question of how far children are able to rely on syntactic form as a reliable cue to utterance function. The relationships noted by Quirk et al. (1972) agree with our native speaker intuition about the presuppositions conveyed by different syntactic types, but it is generally accepted that form-function correspondences are far from perfect. One can readily generate counterinstances where, for instance, a tag or declarative question may be used even when the response is not a foregone conclusion: for example, an anxious spouse might ask "You remembered to buy the vegetables?" or "You remembered to buy the vegetables, didn't you?" Although nonsyntactic sources of information usually disambiguate meaning, misunderstanding can sometimes arise when a speaker is interpreted as soliciting acknowledgment but is in fact seeking information, as in the following real-life example:
A: I'm hoping to give a talk at Bangor. B: Your paper has been accepted. A: Has it? B: No, I was asking you.
Conversational partners presumably use multiple sources of information to infer a speaker's intended meaning, including knowledge of what the speaker knows, which allows them to infer whether the speaker lacks critical information. In addition, prosodic and nonverbal cues may help disambiguate different communicative functions. It was not feasible in this study to investigate all possible cues to communicative function, but we were able to consider the extent to which syntactic form was a reliable source of information.
The final utterance in each adult move was classified as follows: wh-question; yes/no question (i.e., with auxiliary inversion); alternative question; full declarative question (i.e., declarative with questioning intonation); short ( clarative question (e.g., "mum and dad?"); and tag question. Figure 1 shows the distribution of syntactic classes of adult utterances in relation to communicative function. It is apparent that, although wh-questions, yes/no questions, and alternative questions were almost invariably used to solicit information, the situation is less clear-cut for tag questions and declarative questions, which were used predominantly for soliciting acknowledgment but on occasion were also used to solicit information. We therefore carried out another analysis to see whether the different pattern of responding to information-soliciting versus acknowledgment-soliciting utterances still obtained when attention was restricted to grammatical forms that could take either function (i.e., full or short declarative questions and tag questions). Results of the analysis are shown in Table 4 . Even though the absolute number of soliciting utterances was greatly reduced, the pattern remained the same. Nonverbal responses were significantly more common to acknowledgment-soliciting utterances than to information-soliciting utterances, and prosodic responses formed a higher proportion of the vocal responses to acknowledgment-versus information-soliciting utterances.
Bishop et aI.: Communicative functions What this analysis tells us is that the probability of giving a verbal as opposed to a nonverbal or prosodic response depends on the communicative function of the utterance being responded to. Verbal responses are especially frequent in response to utterances that solicit information. The probability of a child responding with a "mmh" or a nod or headshake is significantly raised when the preceding utterance solicits acknowledgment rather than information.
DISCUSSION
Responses that appear semantically equivalent -namely saying "yes," nodding, or saying "mmh" -are used differentially to serve specific communicative functions. The effect is probabilistic rather than absolute, and the children we studied tended predominantly to use verbal responses for all functions. Nevertheless, when nonverbal gestures and prosodic responses were observed, they were more likely to be used to acknowledge than to provide information. Furthermore, this did not merely reflect a simple matching of response type to syntactic form of the soliciting utterance: the differentiation could still be seen when attention was restricted to declarative and tag questions, which could serve both kinds of function. Our analysis does not allow us to specify what other cues children rely on to identify the communicative function of soliciting utterances, but we can speculate as to what these might be. One source of information is an awareness of the speaker's mental state, which enables the child to deduce whether the speaker already possesses information mentioned. Children as young as 4 years of age are able to appreciate that other people may have different knowledge, desires, and beliefs from themselves and to apply their skills in social cognition to interpret what others say to them (Lewis & Mitchell, 1994) . Vocal cues are also important: prosodic features such as pauses and intonation help us estimate a speaker's knowledge about, commitment to, and confidence in what he or she is saying (Brennan & Williams, 1995) . Little is known about the development of the ability to use vocal cues. Another source of information all too often overlooked in linguistic accounts of pragmatics is nonverbal behavior. Our study shows that nonverbal communication plays a distinctive role in signaling different functions when responding to a solicitation. It seems likely that cues such as facial expression, eye contact, and nodding while speaking might also be used to signal the function of soliciting utterances.
It is important to note the limitations of this study, which focused on the interactions between school-age children and an unfamiliar adult in a standardized setting. Our aim was to encourage informal conversation between an adult and child, with the talk centering on past experiences and future plans rather than on the here and now. In this context, talk concerned with behavior regulation (commands and suggestions) is seldom observed. In a nursery school setting, Dore (1977b) found that 11 % of wh-questions in a corpus of conversations functioned as directives (e.g., "How about doing x?" or "Why don't you do x?"). Clearly, it would be dangerous to conclude that the communicative functions of wh-, yes/no, and alternative question forms are always as predictable as they appeared to be in the setting that we used.
It would be of interest to study interactions between different kinds of dyads, to investigate how much the cognitive maturity, gender, and relative social status of participants influence the patterns of results. We know that young children (aged around 4 years) make heavy use of nonverbal responses when interacting with adults (Adams & Bishop, 1989; Doherty-Sneddon & Kent, 1996) , whereas in the sample seen here, such responses were in the minority. This raises the question of whether the differential use of verbal, prosodic, and nonverbal response types is something that emerges as the child's communicative skills mature.
APPENDIX 1 Below is a summary of main transcription conventions used in this study.
Layout
Turns and utterances are numbered consecutively. The turn is identified by the number before decimal point, and the utterances within turn is identified by the number after it. Lowercase is used throughout. 11.4 yea:h. 11.5
A did you 'enjoy yourself?
12.1 C: yeah. 12.2 A we (was) stayed in a 'hotel.
13.1 A: oh:, were you-... 13.2 right.
APPENDIX 3 Statistical methods
Comparisons of proportions are problematic when the proportions are based on different numbers of responses for different subjects or when floor and ceiling effects occur. Using the weighted empirical logit transform makes an allowance for the fact that proportions based on a large number of observations are likely to be more accurate than those based on only a small number of observations (Cox & Snell. 1989 Another consideration is that, where responses can be categorized into mutually exclusive categories, proportions of different categories are not independent. For instance, if the proportion of cases of nonverbal response is more than .5, then the proportion of other response types must sum to less than .5. To avoid spuriously inflating the number of significant results, one can test independent proportions by testing one response category and then removing that category from consideration before testing the next. For example, if a child had a total of 25 coded responses, of which 5 were nonverbal responses and 10 were prosodic responses, we would first do tests on the nonverbal response category, computing the log-odds score based on the proportion 5/25 = .20 (i.e., as a proportion of all responses). We would then remove the nonverbal response category, so that tests of the prosodic response category would be based on the remaining categories, giving the proportion 10/20 = .5.
